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being filed with this request. 

This request is being filed with a Notice of Appeal. 

The review is requested for the reasons stated herein. 
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Examiner: Robert M. Timblin 
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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Applicant respectfully requests review of the rejection of all claims under35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) and 35 U.S.C. §103(a). More specifically, the Applicant respectfully submits 
that the cited references do not disclose all of the claims elements to support the rejection under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) and because the Office Action has not established a case of prima facie 
obviousness to support the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

35 U.S.C. S 102 Rejection, Elwahab 

Claims 10, 17 and 18 stand under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U. 
S. Publication No. 2001/0034754 Al of Elwahab et al. (hereinafter "Elwahab"). The Applicant 
respectfully argues that Elwahab fails to disclose each and every claimed element. For example, 
Elwahab fails to disclose, either expressly or inherently, abstraction or distinction of content 
objects as recited in the pending claims. Elwahab also fails to disclose, expressly of inherently, 
grouping sources of content objects as recited in the pending claims. 

As noted previously, Elwahab is directed to "a Markup-Language-type content 
server used in conjunction with a customer premise gateway, via Markup-Language-type pages 
(e.g., HTML, XML, and the like), remote access and control of smart devices, appliances, 
personal computers, and other devices and systems connected at a customer premise via different 
communication means and protocols." (para 3) That is, Elwahab discloses a system for allowing 
a user to remotely control appliances within his home, e.g., HVAC, lighting, security system, 
(para. 9). 

The previous Office Actions argue that Elwahab teaches abstraction and 
distinction of content objects. The Applicants respectfully disagree. For example, claim 10 
involves first abstracting content objects from one content object entity then distinguished the 
abstracted content object so that the resulting content object is now compatible with a different 
content object entity. Paragraphs 33 and 36 of the detailed description of the pending application 
disclose one possible example of such abstraction and distinction and helps to illustrate the 
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definition of a "content object" as recited in the claims. In this example, an abstraction engine 
accesses a MPEG video (a first content object) stored on a recorded video media (a first content 
object entity) and decompresses it to create an uncompressed digital video object (a second 
content object entity). The distinction engine formats that digital video object into another 
format, like an NTSC video signal (a third content object), so that the newly formatted content 
object can be played on a regular television set (a second content object). Elwahab does not 
disclose such abstraction and distinction as recited in claim 10. Specifically, Elwahab does not 
disclose a distinction engine that could conform a content object to a second content object 
entity. Rather, Elwahab describes a system for allowing a user to remotely control appliances 
within his home, e.g., HVAC, lighting, security system. For at least these reasons, the 
Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of claims 10 and 17. 

Furthermore, Elwahab does not disclose grouping sources of content objects. The 
Office Action argues that at paragraph 9 of Elwahab there is a teaching of grouping sources of 
content objects. However, the sections of Elwahab cited by the Office Action only appears to 
talk about entities without any connection with content objects. Elwahab does not disclose the 
grouping of different content object entities based on whether they are either the source or 
destination of content objects along with a guide that allows content objects to be directed from 
one content object entity to another. For at least these reasons, the Applicants respectfully 
request withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of claim 18. 

35 U.S.C. § 103 Rejections, Elwahab in view of Jeffrey 

Claims 11-14, 16, 19 and 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Elwahab as applied to claims 1-10 and 17-19 above, in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,576,981 of Jeffrey (hereinafter "Jeffrey"). As discussed above, claim 10, upon which 
claims 1 1-14 and 16 depend, and claim 18, upon which claims 19 and 20 depend, are thought to 
be allowable. Therefore, claims 1 1-14, 16, 19 and 20 are also thought to be allowable at least by 
virtue of their dependence on an allowable base claim. 
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35 U.S.C. § 103 Rejections, Elwahab in view of Jeffrey and further in view ofBaer 

Claim 15 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Elwahab and Jeffrey, in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,61 1,840 ofBaer et al (hereinafter "Baer"). As 
discussed above, claim 10, upon which claim 15 depends, is thought to be allowable. Therefore, 
claim 15 is also thought to be allowable at least by virtue of its dependence on an allowable base 
claim. 


CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants believe all claims now pending in this 
Application are in condition for allowance and an action to that end is respectfully requested. 

If the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of 
this application, please telephone the undersigned at 303-571-4000. 

Respectfully submitted, 


Date: August 17. 2007 /William J. Daley/ 

William J. Daley 
Reg. No. 52,471 

TOWNSEND and TOWNSEND and CREW LLP 

Two Embarcadero Center, Eighth Floor 

San Francisco, CA 941 1 1-3834 

Tel: 303-571-4000 

Fax: 415-576-0300 

WJD/nlm 
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